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TO THE REPUBLICANS OF THE ISLAND OF 
GREAT BRITAIN. 





FELvow Citizens, 
A FEW short weeks will bring with them the completion 
of Mr. Carlile’s sentence as it regards imprisonment. Three: 
whole years has he spent within the walls of a dungeon, 
merely for the publication of philosophical truths. Yow 
have beheld, how, during that incarceration, he has labour- 
ed hard to uproot tyranny in all its varied shapes. You 
will likewise have viewed with detestation and abhorrence 
the baseness of his persecutors; how ruthlessly he has been 
robbed of his property, and every plan which the banditti 
could devise hath been carried into execution, with the in- 
tention of taking from him the means of paying those fines, 
so unjustly inflicted upon him by a corrupt administration. 
The Christian spirit of the country is also in ecstasy at the 
idea that he will not be able to advance the sum of Fifteen 
Hundred Pounds, and that he will in consequence remain 
dungeoned for life. | 

We, therefore, the Republicans of Manchester, do pro- 
nounce the following to be our determination, and that we 
will immediately act upon it; which is, that we do indivi- 
dually and separately subscribe one shilling towards the 
payment of those fines, and we also, at the same time, call 
upon every Republican in Great Britain, upon every honest 
man in the country, upon every enemy to persecution, to 
do the same in order to assist Mr. Carlile in this his arduous 
struggle to break from the chains of his oppressors. There 
is no person in the country, however poor, but what might 
spare one shilling on an occasion of so much importance. 

Let this be done by every person possessing Mr. Carlile’s 


principles, and there will be no fear of Liberty’s best aon 
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remaining in a dungeon (even for a single day) after the 
expiration of the sentence. 
| CHARLES COYLE, Secretary. 

Miles Platting Reading Society, held at the house of 

Mr. W. Winstanley, Kaye’s Yard, Sept. 22, 1822. 

Members.—John Harper, Wm. Winstanly, Charles Win- 
stanly, Elijah Ridings, John Ridings, Charles Ridings, 
John Tarne, Thomas Wallace, Wm. Nelson, John Green- 
wood, Thomas Steel, Wm. Campion, Wm. Cochrane, Ed- 
ward Curran, Charles Naseby, George Richardson. 





N. B. We have given insertion to the above article at 
the request of the persons whose names are attached, but 
we very much doubt whether a subscription of this nature 
can be made sufficiently extensive. If Mr. Carlile finds 
his means inadequate to the settlement of the fines imposed 
upon him, at the expiration of the three years imprisonment, 
he will make an appeal to the public, setting forth his views 
and wishes upon the matter, and the state of his affairs. 
At present, he is trying what he can do by loans from 
friends, but bas no present certainty of success. 

The imprisonment of Mary Ann Carlile expires on the 
15th of November, if she can get over her fine of £500, to- 
wards which she possesses no property. 

The two years imprisonment of Mrs. Carlile will expire 
on the 3d of February next, eleven weeks after that of her 
husband, and as she was a married woman, her Christian 
Judges could inflict no fine upon her; therefore her libera- 
tion is certain on that day. 





TO MR. R. CARLILE, DORCHESTER GAOL. 





Hambledon, near Horndean, Hants, Oct. 2, 1822. 
FRIEND To Truth, 

I ADDRESs you under this appellation because I think you deserve it. 
You have done more, in my opinion, towards enlightening mankind 
upou the subject of Theology than any other person. You have 
boidly and manfuliy stepped forward, in defiance of fine and impri- 
Sonment, to tear the bandage from the eyes of the bigot and the 
Superstitious part of the community, so that they may see right 
from wrong, truth from falsehood. _ 
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The two books which you are so heavily fined and imprisoned 
for publishing, namely, ‘* Paine’s Age of Reason,” aud ‘ Palmer's 
Principles of Nature,” I have perused with considerable attention, 
and so far from discovering any thing therein to deserve, that pu- 
nishment, which you and your family seem doomed to experience, 
or indeed any punishmeut at all, | can see nothing in them but a 
string of close reasoning calculated to unfetter the human mind, and 
enforce the purest morality. As a proof that this is my opinion, I 
have put those very books into the hands of my own children, con- 
fidently trusting that it must tend to make them happier in them- 
selves, and better members of society. 

You say, “* there is nothing in your eye so sacred as truth,” I 
respond the sentiment, and whether I am looked upon as a Deist or 
an Atheist, or any thing else, it shall not prevent me from endea- 
vouring to arrive at it. It is my opinion, and in which I am not 
singular, that in all public matters, and in religion particularly, 
** Truth ought to prevail over Falsehood.” ‘To deny this would be 
too much even for the Judge who passed the cruel sentence upon 
you, Well then, upon a subject like this, in which there are so 
many contending opinions, all cannot be true, some must be false ; 
and if there be any merit in endeavouring to detect and expose false- 
hood in order to come at the truth, you are eminently entitled 
thereto. 

Messrs. Paine and Palmer have certainly very mioutely examined 
the Christian religion, and have argued very forcibly that it is not 
true. Well, and what of that? Will its advocates say, that this is 
wrong; that it ought not to be done? If they do, they clearly show 
that they fear discussion, and that truth is not their object. 

You, Sir, have carried the thing much further than either of those 
Gentlemen; you not only deny the truth of Christianity, but the ex- 
istence of an intelligent overlooking Almighty Power. In this, I (at 
present) think you are wrong, and if our learned divines think so to, 
[ hope they will endeavour to put you right; not indeed by fine 
and imprisonment, but by fair reasoning, and sound argument. If 
there be no such Almighty Power as above described, I am at a loss~ 
to conceive, not only how the solar system is kept in perpetual 
motion, but even how man and woman came first upon the earth, 
They could not make themselves, and can you believe, that if the 
whole of the human species were at this time to be swept from 
the face of the earth, that their like would be produced again with- 
out the aid of a designing Almighty Power? If you do, ! should be 
glad.to know by what process, and if you do not, your opinion how 
they were produced first upou the earth will be very gratifying not 
only to me, but probably to many of your numerous readers. 

Wishing you and your family the eujoyment of health, and every 
species of happiness a prison can afford, 1 remain, dear Sir, 


Your sympathising Admirer, 
JOHN GOLDSMITH. 
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TO MR. JOHN GOLDSMTH, HAMBLEDON, 
NEAR HORNDEAN, HANTS. 





DEAR SIR, Dorchester Gaol, Oct. 4, 1822. 
« TruTu ought to prevail over falsehood,” and we ought to 
practice free discussion, without limits, in order to distin- 
guish the one from the other. 

You say, that, without the aid of ‘‘an intelligent over- 
looking Almighty Power,” you cannot conceive how the so- 
lar system is kept in perpetual motion, or even how man 
and woman came first upon the earth. Though I freely con- 
fess ignorance upon both those points, yet, I do not feel war- 
ranted to cover that ignorance by assuming the existence 
and knowledge of “an intelligent overlooking Almighty 
Power,” and thussave myself the trouble of doubting and ex- 
amining a proposition by covering it with another that is 
not, that cannot be proved. It may be possible, by further 
scientific researches and philosophical enquiries, to fathom 
the cause of the perpetual planetary motions, and to account 
for the origin of different species of animals, but, if we set 
it down as an axiom at once, that there is ‘ an intelligent - 
overlooking Almighty Power,” that does all those things, 
we leave ourselves no ground for further enquiry, because 
every step we should take further would lead us to doubt 
and disbelieve that favourite axiom, so wellsuited to encou- 
rage mental idleness and to check the progress and power of 
knowledge. 

There are three words connected with your proposition to 
account for the perpetual motion of the solar system ; and 
the origin of that species of animals to which we belong, or 
which we call manand woman. ‘Those words are intelli- 
gent, overlooking, and Almighty, used as adjectives to the 
word power. The discussion of the foundation of these words 
will tend to throw some doubts upon the existence of any 
such a power to which such adjectives can‘ be applicable. 

Intelligent aud overlooking, are words almost synonymous 
as they are used here; for the former is assumed by the lat- 
ter aud the latter by the former. To overlook is to be in- 
telligent, and to be intelligent signifies to be overlooking. 
Now, upon the present extent of our knowledge, we cannot 
apply those words properly beyond the organization of ani- 
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mals. We know of nothing but the different species of ani- 
mals that possesses the property of intelligence. Upon en- 
quiry we find that iutelligence is altogether the result of ani- 
mal organization, and beyond that organization we cannot 
trace the slightest idea of intelligence. In the vegetable 
world we find peculiar affinities, bat we discover nothing 
like intelligence. _ In whatever is produced by animal -saga- 
city or by intelligence, we find utility and convenience, but 
nothing can be made intelligent, but living animals, and they 
only according to their degrees or peculiarities of organiza- 
tion. In the atmosphere, in the sea, in rivers, in rocks, in 
hills or dales, we find nothing like intelligence, they are 
mere patients for intelligence to act upon. ‘The earth de- 
tives light, heat, and motion from the action of the sun upon 
it, but no philosopher entertains the idea that the sun is an 
intelligent power. It has been called a body of fire, but it 
is now more generally believed to be an opaque body of the 
same quality as the earth and other planets. 

If an animal takes food into its stomach, the action of 
taking food to its use is an act of intelligence, but here the 
intelligence ends, the food becomes a pabulum for animal 
life, and the chemical powers of the stomach convert it to 
chyle, from that, a portion is converted to blood, a portion 
passes one way, and a portion another, of a very different 
quality to what it was when it passed the mouth of the ani- 
mal, yet we do not, we cannot say that this change of the 
quality of that food, this operation of matter upon matter, 
has been the result of our intelligence. We know that our 
intelligence cannot controul any action of the stomach upon 
our food, and yet would it not be ridiculous to say that 
there is “an intelligent overlooking Almighty Power,” that 
has produced this change upon the food we consume ? Would 
itnot be more rational that we should enquire into the che- 
mical powers of the animal stomach, and other parts of its 
body, to produce this change, than to content ourselves with 
saying it must be the effect of “an intelligent overlooking 
Almighty Power,” because it exceeds our immediate’ com- 
prehension ? | 

It is very cléar to me that the existence of an intelligent 
Almighty power has’ been invented to cover the ignorance 
of mankind. The greater the degree of ignorance the greater 
has been the superstitious beliefin such a power, and even 
powers. Instead of a God having created man, the fact is, 
that man has beet the creator of Gods, to cover his own 
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ignorance of the cause and purport of his non-existence and 
the material phenomena that surround him. . 

An Almighty Power must always be necessarily in exist- 
ence, because there must be a power as a cause sufficient to 
all existing effects: but it does not follow that this. Almighty 
Power must be concentrated in the shape of an animal that 
intelligence may be attributed to it. To say that. God made 
man his own image, is the same as to say that God 
is an animal of the same species as man, only possess- 
ing superior powers. A bigot would be ashamed of such a 
conclusion if he could but reason upon it. Where does the 
idea leads us? Where has it led us? Why to the conclusion 
that there is a place called Heaven, where this God-like.ani- 
mal presides, and that matters are ordered there much upon 
the same principle as we order ours here on this planet. This 
idea was countenanced generally before Galileo invented the 
telescope—taught us the planetary motions, and discovered 
the immensity—the infinity of solar systems equal and su- 
perior to our own. 

The Almighty Power which the naturalist or materialist 
acknowledges is not that it is intelligent or designing, the 
very essence of which must be locality and a confined sphere 
of action, but that which operates every where alike 
from its own energies,. It is the power of acids over alka- 
lies and alkalies over acids. It is the power of different gases 
to combine, detach, and separate, as they act upon each 
other. This is the power that is Almighty and every where 
existing. It is this that defines the energies of nature, and 
prance all the changes and material phenomena we behold. 

rom this result all the organizations we perceive to exist, 
whether mineral, vegetable or animal, and the continued 
change from the one to the other. Thisis the only Almighty 
Power: it acts every where alike, from necessity (not in- 
telligence and design,) and the cause of the general harmony 
in the different combinations is, that the power to act is 
natural and not supernatural, and the cause of incessant 
change in organized bodies is, that one quality is continually 
acting upon another, or materials disorganized upon mate- 
rials organized, whilst intelligence seems to exist for no other 
purpose than to encrease the degree of change by irregulari- 
ties and excesses. No one can doubt but the period of man’s 
life is shortened by irregularities, excesses, and the unnatu- 
ral actions and applications of bis intelligent powers. 

As tg the origin of man or any other species of animals, or 


/ 
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as to whether there be a power that can produce them again, 
in case the present race should ever be aunibilated, I feel no 
shame in pleading an ignorance; and I am not sufficiently 
presumptuous to say there must be “‘ an intelligent Almighty 
Power,” to produce and preserve those things. My en- 
quiries are conducted upon the grounds of believing or ad- 
mitting nothing that cannot be proved, or that is not proved. 
I know nothing more about the existence of “an intelligent 
, Almighty Power” than I know about the origin of mankind ; 
therefore [ venture to doubt about both. But I know that 
such animals as we call mankind do exist, and I have some 
ground to proceed upon analogously towards tracing their 
origin. But when I assume the existence of “ an intelligent 
Almighty Power,” I find that my assumption is perfectly gra- 
tuitous, and that it is not supported by any kind of analogy 
whatever, but rather the deeper our researches into nature 
become, the less need we have of it, as an hypothesis to 
cover our ignorance. 

Geological researches teach us that many species of ani- 
mals have existed that do not now exist, and they fur- 
ther teach us that those animals have left proofs of their x- 
istence anterior to the time at which man first existed, or that 
there is no proof that man did exist among-them. From 
the existing varieties of the human race, it is but probable 
to infer, there may have have been other varieties in existence 
now extinct. It was possible to invent the existence ofa 
race of giants, because the human mind in the absence of 
scientific research and knowledge delights to dwell on the 
marvellous, the sublime, and the terrific; but as a matter of 
doubt and opinion, or asa matter of possibility, [ should 
rather incline to think that such a race fas, than that it has 
not existed. But this is rather foreign to our enquiry. The 
common argument for “an intelligent Almighty Power” 
being always'in existence is, that we now see no new pro- 
ductions of animals, that is no new species, or no similari- 
ties to existing species ever produced to our view, and by 
our not knowing how those originated that are in existence, 
the argument seems to be insurmountable on a first consider- 
ation: but. by looking further, it may be seen, that, our 7g- 
norance in the one case cannot justify an assumed know- 
ledge in the other, which has no foundation but that igno- 
rance. | 

The Grecian Philosophers had tales among them abont 
the origin of mankind, and one of them was, that, they were 
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engendered in the corrupt slime that was left on the earth 
when the waters subsided from a particular place, we have 
now eyery proof that is desireable in this climate that a sum- 
mer heat engenders insects from corrupt animal and vege- 
table matter. If fruit trees and others receive a blight, we 
often find them covered with insects soon after, which have 
evidently been engendered from.the corrupt matter occa- 
sioned by that blight. Now, there is nothing more marvel- 
lous in the cause that produced the animal man, than in 
that which produced the smallest insect, for the organization 
of each is equally wonderful and equally above the power, 
of what we know intelligence to be, to execute. Stories 


' have been told of differeat insects and small-animals being 


engendered in the atmosphere and coming down in showers, 
but here I also profess ignorance, and do not attempt to of- 
fer an opinion, or to assume or to decide any thing. 

The sexual arrangement of‘animals and the generation of 
their species afford the strongest argument for their being 
the work of some supernatural power that works by design 
and intelligence, and if this property was confined to the 
human species the argument would be so much the stronger, 
but as the existence of sexes is common to the whole 
animal world, with few exceptions, and not only to the 
animal but even extends to the vegetable world, the wonder 
ceases, and the circumstance is at once reconciled as. a com- 
mon property in all natural productions. 

In the absence of all practical knowledge I content my- 
self with the theory, that the first of all existing species of 


- animals were organizations that resulted from some pecu- 


liar arangement and compositions of matter, and that it is 
probable, as in the case of the insects generated upon blight-. 
ed vegetable matter, or corrupt animal matter, that the 
power to produce anew would be equivalent to the annihi- 
lation of the existing species, so that, it is probable, intelligent 
man will never witness a reproduction distinct from sexual 
generation. 

It is further worthy of consideration, that intelligence is a 
property not in itself natural, and that it is not or was not 
the property of the first of the human species. It is a pro- 
perty that has been accumulated by human speech and hu- 
man action. It is the result of mental labour as much as the 
capital produced by man is the result of both mental and cor- 
poreal labour. Intelligence is a property that unfortunately 
isnot imperishable, therefore, its accumulation should be 
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encouraged. jn every shape possible. It has been well ob- 
served to me by a friend, that we cannot allow intelligence to 
exist among the natives of New South Wales, who are com- 
pletely savage, and have not sense to prepare themselves a 
wigwam, or any thing in the shape of a covering to shelter 
themselves from the changes of the atmosphere in which 
they live, yet it is proved beyond doubt, that these savages 
have mental capacities to be cultivated equal to those of a 
European. In the Island of St Domingo, the Republic of 
Hayti, we see Africans, whom the Christians of Europe once 
thought an inferior species of animals to themselves, (how 
marvellous their conceit! how grossly ignorant these pre- 
tenders to the exclusive favour of their idols!) we see men, 
who were once slaves, now displaying very great ability, 
and forming a society and a government preferable to that 
of their quondam tyrants. I cannot allow intelligence to be 
the property of the majority of Europeans or they would 
never live under such governments as they do. “I will not 
even allow it to a majority of my own countrymen, or I 
am certain we should be in a condition to rid ourselves of the 
nuisance that forms our Government. Intelligence is a pe- 
rishable capital produced by mental labour; it can only be 
improved by industry and preserved by caution and care in 
the absence of all excesses. It is the best of all properties in 
a community: it is that which cannot be monopolized, by 
tyrants, nor stolen from its possessor, and may be obtained 
by every one who will labour to possess it., It is that alone 
which distinguishes man from other animals and will ulti- 
mately, as it increases, lead him on to a state of society, as, 
much superior to what is now existing as that is to the 
meapest and most unprotected association of animals’ that 
can be found. Intelligence will generate an equality of pro- 
perty among mankind, in the same ratio as they make 
themselves, by their mental labour equally intelligent. 

I have now, Sir, offered you all the ideas that arise in m 
mind upon the two propositions you put tome. [f they but 
serve toamuse you for a moment, I shall be satisfied. If what 
I have written does not immediately offer you new ideas,-it 
is possible it may tend create themin your mind. I seek 
instruction rather than set myself up as an mstructor; and 
I know that free discussion is the best means to generate 
this best of all properties among human being called. in- 
telligence he who attempts to check free discussion is. the 
worst of all tyrants, the greatest of all villains, the basest of 
all robbers. He destroy the bappimess by checking the im- 
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rovement of mavkind. As your conduct, Sir, towards me, 
bas generated esteem in my bosom towards you, so in con- 
sequence, you may always command my attention to any 
instruction or to any question from you. 


I am, Sir, most respectfully yours, 
R. CARLILE. 








, 


CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN MANLEY WOOD, CHAP- 
LAIN TO GILTSPUR-STREET COMPTER, AND W. V. 
HOLMES, AND HUMPHREY BOYLE, 


See how a Plain Man can put down a Priest. 





TO THE REY MANLEY WOOD. 





Sir, Compter, Sept. 7, 1822. 
You on Sunday last preached a sermon on conscience, upon which I feel 
inclined to offer a few observation, because you make assertions that you 
cannot substantiate, and which are calculated to deceive your hearers. 
As Ihave not the advantage of a liberal education, I am not competent 
to enter into a controversy with you on religion in general; but I hope, 
with truth on my side, I shall be able to confute your delusive statements. 
You first stated, that ‘* sceptics dispute every thing ;” they do not: but 
with justice they dispute things that are contrary to reason and the course 
of Nature, such as three Gods being one God; a child born of a pure 
virgin, with a ghost for its father; a world made from nothing; the sun 
standing still at the command of a man; an ass speaking; and various 
other fabulous tales, too tedious to enumerate. Yet they dispute none of 
the Great TRUTHS which are proved by the sciences of chemistry, astronomy, 
and anatomy, such as the indestructibility of matter, the power of restoring 

d animation by galvanism, the causes of the phenomenon of thun- 
der and lightning, the revolutions of the solar system; or the GRAND 
TRUTH, that the functions of THOUGIIT, JUDGEMENT, MEMORY, and all the 
REASONING POWERS Of MAN, are caused by a peculiar organization of mat- 
ter; completely ExPLODING the long established dogma of a soul, or im- 
mortal part. 

You next say, “ that the real plea of conscience is always right ;” this 
I deny. I believe the real plea of an Unitarian’s conscience will lead him 
to deny the Divinity of Christ; will you allow that to be right? What 
will be the real plea of a Jew’s conscience? will you allow that to be 
right? What of a Turk’s? will you allow that to be right? I think not: 
if you de, you deny your own alleged belief. You ought to suppose that 
others are as conscientious as yourself in believing what they profess. 
You then go on to say, “ that cavillers and sceptics dread the self-denial 
of religion:” of what do Christians deny themselves? or what moral vir- 














THE REPUBLICAN. 619 


tues do they practise which are not practised by unbelievers? are not we 
as honest, are we not as sober, as chaste, as great lovers of truth? I cmat- 
LENGE you to prove the contrary, and would just ask you if you call the 
clergy practisers of self-denial? I could, if I chose, bring home to Chris- 
tians some practices which sceptics blush to have uamed among them, and 
will venture to assert, that the majority of them pay the greatest atten- 
tion to morality; at the same time they would, if they could, “ persuade 
the world that religion is an enthusiastic dream,” because the followers of 
it have been the greatest enthusiasts; and you must confess that your re- 
ligion is FOUNDED UPON A DREAM; and that “ the friends of religion have 
no more kindred with the friends of morality, than the friends of vice have 
with the friends of virtue,” can be proved by innumerable instances. ~ 

You then say, that “ at certain times, before and at the hour of death, 
we feel the law of God written in our hearts: what do you meéan by the 
law of God? I have been, as I thought, near death, and _fe/t more con- 
firmed in my opinion that religion is a system of delusion, tending to en- 
slave and debase the mind of man, and make him contemptible; and 
many have died in this opinion, without feeling this “ law of God ;” and I 
believe none who have embraced it through a conviction of its truth will 
ever feel this law written in their hearts, troubling them, or causing them 
to retract what they have avowed; therefore, I must pronounce this as- 
sertion of yours false.- You say, too, that “ there is an erroneous con- 
science, that man chooses to cheat himself, and that it is easy to do it;” this 
I deny; no man can make himself believe that wrong is right: if he en- 
deavours to make others believe it, he cannot cheat himself. If there be 
an erroneous conscience, who gives it to man’ Man cannot give himself 
a conscience, you Christians say, and if God gives him one, it must be su- 
perior to any. other, I should think, unless you will admit any other being 
capable of giving a conscience to man. 1 do not know how you will get out 
of this dilemma any other way. 

In conclusion, you say, ‘‘ conscience is an emanation from the Deity ;” 
if that be the case, why is not the conscience of every man alike? We 
find the conscience of a Turk exactly the reverse of a Christian’s, a Chris- 
tian’s exactly the reverse of a Jew’s, and a Deist’s contrary to them all. 
This, therefore, proves that a man’s conscience is regulated according to 
the religious system under which he is educated; and not an emanation 
from a divine, unchangeable being: his conscience is formed according to 
his belief, which is always liable to change on theological subjects; but 
on the principles of right and wrong, or in doing or receiving injuries, it 
must necessarily remain the same. My conscience tells me [ have pub- 
lished tRuTU and REASON; the consciences of the jury that tried me told 
them it was sedition and blasphemy, at least their verdict deolared so 
much: did God give me a conscience the reverse of theirs, or are our 
consciences regulated by our belief? I think general experience will de- 
cide in favour of the latter. I take my leave of you for the present, as- 
suring you that there is not a more conscientious advocate of truth, from 
a conviction of its great importance, than 


W. V. HOLMES. 





TO MR. HOLMES, GILTSPUR-STREET COMPTER. 





Sir, * | 
Were it not for the close of your fetter, I should not have replied to it : 
but when -you talk of “ taking leave of me for the present,” 1 am com- 
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pelled to do it, simply to say, that if you give yourself the trouble to write 
another, I certainly shall not take the trouble to read it. 

You begin by saying that you “ have not received a liberal education :” 
this ought to have taught you that you are wanting in the necessary pre- 
paration for a disputant ; and that without learning you can be no more fit 
to attempt discussion, than a blacksmith would be to attempt jewellery. 

To let you see this, I will quote a passage from your letter. After a 
tirade against certain parts of the Bible. (in which, by the bye, there is a 
deal more of pertness than of wit) you say that you “do not dispute truths 
which are proven by chemistry, astronomy, and anatomy.” I do not 
know how much you understand of anatomy, chemistry, or astronomy ; 
but who, except an idiot or a madman, ever did dispute what was proved ? 
Men dispute testimony, but they do not dispute proof. You may dispute 
the sort of those who say there is a prison in Calcutta named the Black 
Hole; but how could you dispute a prison in Giltspur-Street, when you 
have the proof of being locked up in it every night? 

In your catalogue of the things that you “ do believe, because they are” 
PROVED by science,” your want of education makes you jumble together 
what ought to be described very differently. The man of learning and 
precise ideas would say of “ the indestructibility of matter,” that it ts 
proved because it “‘ is demonstrated to his senses by the crucible.” Of the 
“solar system,” he would say, “ it seems proved, as far as objects at such _ 
vast distances admit of proof; and therefore, is worthy of reception till 
new discoveries may contradict it.” But of ‘ thought, &c. being caused 
by a peculiar organization of matter,” he would say, “ it is merely @¢ wild 
assertion, which its abettors never have proved, and never can prove, any 
more in regard to their own wise heads than in regard to the head of a 
ealf or a gander.” Your own mind, I think, must suggest to you the ne+ 
cessity of learning more aptly the names and ues of a disputant’s tools, 
before you pretend again to try your hand at the business. 

I assure you, that your not having been “ liberally educated” is no 
small’ loss to you. If you were able to read Greek you would find that 
this absurd doctrine of materialism (which you ignorantly think new). was 
attempted to be maintained by writers of infinitely more talent than its 
ablest modern advocates ; but was completely scouted by the Stoics and 
Peripatetics, more than three hundred years before the introduction of 
Christianity. 

As to you and I entering upon controversy, the thing would be out of 
question, if your education had been ever so liberal. Controversy should 
be on pornts of difference, whereas you and I differ Troratty. You think 
man’s reason capable of judging the plans of God: I think that there 
would not be a thousandth part of the vanity in a snail’s or an oystér’s 
obi tre to comprehend the ideas of Sir Isaac Newton, that there would 

ave been-if he had pretended to have comprehended the idea$ of the 
Deity, You laugh at the Scriptures; I believe them to be the will of God 
revealed to man. All my arguments, therefore, whether about conscience 
or any other theological subject, would be drawn from books whose autho- 
rity you ridicule. Consequently, we have no common ground on which to 
take our stand. And as to debating about the authenticity of Scripture 
itself, the lack of education of which you complain is an insuperable bar 
inst you. You must first learn the two classical languages, so as to read 

all the chronicles of the times of the Cesars, and all the acute works which 
the writers of those times were able to compose, before I should take the 
ins to shew to you, that the Radicals and Reformers of Greece and 
me were, beyond all comparison, cleverer fellows than you their Eng- 
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lish brethren, and by no means likely to let a volume of forgeries be 
smuggled in amongst them. 

You tell me that unbelievers are honest, chaste, and sober. I am very 
glad to hear it, and wish I could say as much for ali who call themselves 
Christians; but I am afraid your charge against many of them is too well 
founded ; and against their practices you hear me preach more often than 
against infidelity. 

Go ov in your adherence to those virtues, and yeu will find it more 
honourable and more beneficial than all the mad schemes of sedition and 
blasphemy! One virtue, however, your party does not possess, to wit, 
modesty. All the enlightened nations of the world, for these five thousand 
years, have held “ the immortality of the soul,” and “ the communication 
of God's spirit to pious men,” Pagans and Jews, Christians and Turks, 
whatever be their other discords, are all in concord here. Yet you, and 
a few associates, (most of them illiterate men) talk of ‘‘ exploding” so 
universal a sentiment. ‘This is just as modest as it would be if a few sum- 
mer insects should spring up from the dunghill which bred them, and 
threaten to veil the sun’s light with their flimsy wings! 

Before I finish, let me assure you that I never thought of preaching at 
you, as you complained to Alderman Wood. It would make me happy to 
think that I could be instrumental in leading you back to Christianity 
from your impious errors. But of that I have no hope; and for me to 
enter upon polemics with men who are not fearned, would be as little to 
my honour, as for a workman to enter into competition with one who knew 
not the trade. You must have noticed that I generally preach frem some 
part of the service for the day; if that turns upon infidelity, infidelity is 
my subject: but my prospect is to guard others from taking up your de- 
structive opinions, and not to reclaim you. 4 

You have written a letter to me, and I have written a letter to you. 
We are now quits, and thus we finish. 

| MANLEY WOOD. 
Sept. 12, 1822. 


For your sake, I add a postcript, which I hope will make you more 
careful if ever yon turn critic again. I said in my sermon, that ‘ con- 
science, Or God's law in the heart,” teaches men what to practise. If I 
had said any thing about what they should BELIEVE concerning the Deity, 
I should baye told them, “ that they could learn that no where but from 
what He reveals of Himself in Scripture.” Again, I said “ that what.was 
falsely called an erroneous conscience, was no conscience at all, but a delue 
sion by which they would persuade themselves into wrong PRacTIcRs.” 
Now this you have changed into my saying, that ‘‘ there was an erroneous 
conscience ;” and, “ that conscience was to tell a man what to BELIEVE, 
With these false premises you have filled the latter part of your letter, 
Some of what you there say is sense, and some of it nonsense ; but I have 
nothing to do with it, as it has nothing to do with me. : 


“ 


" etree 





TO THE REV. MANLEY WOOD. 





SIRs 
Is ig you, and a minister of the Gospel, that says, “ I would not have re- 


plied to you, but I am compelled to do it, to say if you write another, I . 


shall not read it?” I tho your religion taught you to “ give to every 
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one that asketh you a reason of the hope that is in you, with meekness and 
fear ;” also “ the servant of the Lord must not strive, but be gentle unto 
all’men, apt to teach, patient, in meekness instructing those that oppose 
themselves.” Is this the way you obey the Scripture’ Is this the way — 
‘you follow the precepts of the Apostles? I find you are like adl priests, 
you will advise your dupes to obey the Gospel, but will not cbserve one 
tittle of it yourself. : 

You next say, my not having a liberal edu¢ation “ ought to have taught 
me that I am wanting in the necessary preparation for a disputant ;” why, 
Sir, I told you that my want of education alone prevented me from enter- 
ing into controversy with you; but, Sir, my want of education will not 

vent me from noticing and confuting your sophisms and mis-statements. 

am pretty well acquainted with Scripture, and can observe that you often _ 
assert more than you can prove; an mstance of this [ can easily produce: 
some few Sundays ago, you said in a sermon, that ‘‘ God had decreed that 
miracles should cease.” You cannot prove it by Scripture, mor tradition. 
What regard, then, can be paid to any thing you say, when you thus 
go.contrary to your only rule, the pretended word of Ged! 

Because I say we do not dispute truths that are proved, you say, “ who 
but an idiot or madman ever d.d dispute what was proved?” You must 
remember that you said, ‘* sceptics dispute every thing,” thereby asserting 
that they dispute things which have been proved. Yours is the statement, 
and not mine. I, in contradiction to that statement, showed that they did 
not dispute every thing, thus giving you the lie; and now, Sir, to convince 
you that you are either an idiot or madman, I will tell you that it has 
been PROVED that the BIBLE is an OBSCENE‘and aBsURD book, and yet you 
dispute it; take which character you will, thev are both your own. ‘Lhe 
fact is this, I have confuted you, and you cannot confute me, but by tell- 
ing me that I am in prison; thinking, I suppose, that circumstance ought 
to be to me the most convincing proof of che truth of Christianity! 

You then tell me, that my want of education makes me jumble together 
what ought to be described very differently. When I wrote, it was not to 
give a description of the things we believe, but a catalogue of reasonable 
things, in opposition to the catalogue of fables which you would have us 
believe. You then tell me what the man of learning and precise ideas 
would say, and when you come to “ thought, &c.” being caused by a pe- 
culiar organization of matter, you say, he would call it “ a wild assertion, 
&c.” We will see what a man of learning and precise ideas does say, and 
thus we shall see what credit is to be given to your statements. Pro- 
fessor Lawrence, in his fourth Lecture, p. 104, says “ the same kind of 
facts, the same reasoning, the same sort of evidence altogether, which 
shows digestion to be the function of the alimentary canal, motion of the 
muscles, the various secretions of their respective glands, prove that sen- 
sation, perception, memory, judgement, reasoning, thought, in a word, all 
the manifestations called mental or intellectual, are the animal functions of 
their oe organic apparatus, the central organ of the nervous sys- 
tem.” I would advise you, Mr. Wood, to procure and read the whole of 
this Lecture; it would clear from your mind ali those mists with which it 
is so thickly enveloped on this subject. But we will go a little further 
with the Professor, lest you should not yet have had enough ; in his sixth 
chapter, p. 187, he says, “‘ The instrument of knowledge and reflection, 
the part by whieh we feel, perceive, judge, think, reason, the organ, or or- 
yans connecting us with the external world, and executing the moral and 
intellectual department in our economy, claim our first attention. In spi'e 
‘of metaphysical subtlety, of all the chimeras and fancies about immaterial 
agencies, etherial fluids, and the like, ard all the real or pretended alarms, 
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so carefully connected with this subject, the rruTH that the phenomena of 
mind are to be regarded, physiologically, merely as the functions of the 
organic apparatus contained in the head, is PRoveD by such overwhelming 
evidence, that physiologists and zoologists have been led, almost in spite 
of themselves, to show their belief in it, by the great attention they have 
paid to this part.” ; 

Now, Parson Wood, let me advise you never again to presume to assert 
what a man of learning and precise ideas would say ; you know nothing of 
the matter. What you know about a disputant’s tools, 1 am not able to 
say, but I do not see that you have used any but your pen and ink ; and as 
you will not take my productions, I must use the printing press, a tool that 
will completely silence all your Visionary immaterialists. -1 assure vou, 
that without being able to read Greek, I knew that this rational doctrine of 
materialism was not new (as you ignorantly suppose I thought it) but. was 
maintained by Spinoza, Leucippus, Democritus, Epicurus, Strato, Lucre- 
tius, Jordano Bruno, Vannini, Epictetus, Arian, Marcus Antoninus, and 
Zeno, who were writers of taleat; but though ‘* scouted by the Stoics and 
Peripatetics,’ with as much rancour as you priests scout it now, it was 
not confyted by them, nor can your whole tribe confute it. But-in regard 
to the Peripatetics scouting it, the Chevalier Ramsey says, in his Mytho- 
logy of the Pagans, “ the ppm of material souls, held by the Peripate- 
tics, tends to destroy all the proofs of the immateriality of our spirits.” 
Will you say the Peripatetics scouted the doctrine of materialism, after 
this proof to the contrary? Did you thnk you was writing to an idiot 
who would not know.the truth from a falsehood? That man’s knowledge 
must be superficial indeed, that does not know that ghe Sadducees of the 
New Testament were materialists. 

In your next paragraph, you say you “ believe the Scriptures to be,the 
will of God revealed to man;” if you do so,.why do you, in reading the 
lessons, when you come te an obscene verse, omit it? If it be the word 
of God, you ought to read it as well as any other passage ; it shows your 
duplicity, at any rate, and that there is some part of the word of God 
which you are asHaMED of. You also say I must learn the two classical 
languages. If no one believes the authenticity of the Scriptures but those 
who have learned the classical languages, the number of believers must be 
very limited. But to proceed, I cannot see what the “ Radicals and 
Reformers of Greece and Rome” have to do with the authenticity of the 
Scriptures ; they might be “ cleverer fellows,” for any thing I know, than 
their “ English brethren ;” but I dare say the Scriptures were too insigni- 
ficant, then, for them to trouble their heads about; priestcraft had not 
reared its infamous head so high ; if it had, and they were the clever fel- ° 
lows you wish to make them, no doubt they would have attacked the all- 
devouring monster. But I think the Radicals and Reformers had ceased to 
exist when it was put to the vote which should be the word of God, and 
which should not. 

I am well aware that by adhering to moral virtue I shall find it both 
honourable and beneficial: but what you stigmatize as the “‘ mad schemes 
of sedition and blasphemy,” I consider the rational avowal of TRUTH 
and REASON. You then say my party does not possess modesty: and 
for why? Because we talk of exploding the doctrine of the immortality 
of the soul. I conceive that modesty would be a crime in any man, if it 
prevented him from combating delusion ; I think you was deficient in mo- 
desty when you said, “ this doctrine had been held by all the nations of 
the world, for these five thousand years.” Llow do you know that? Can 

you tell whether the Philistines held this doctrine or not? I am not much 
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inted with ancient)history, but I think it will bear me out im saying; 
that in the. time of Pythagoras the Grecian nation adopted, for the first: 
time, the doctrine of immaterialism, or souls. Were I better acquainted 
with history, I might, peihaps, adduce more instances, but this will suffice 
te contradict your statement. Where is your modesty in calling me and 
my associates uliterate men, when you know that you and the rest of the 
iests are the cause of it, by having lived on the industry of our parents, 
and thus depriving them of the means of giving their children education. 
I. can compare you priests to nothing but acloud of locusts, springing 
from the dunghill of superstition, preying on the verdure of honest indus- 
try, and endeavouring with your sable wings to veil the glorious light of the 
sun of mental emancipation. 

I assure you, that I never complained to Alderman Wood of your 
preaching at us; though I believe my fellow-prisoner Boyle did, whom 
you seem to have mistaken for me. <I thank you for the honour you do 
me in having “ no hope” of leading me back to Christianity. I am very 
intractable in that particular; I think I should neither be led nor driven; 
you may spare yourself the trouble of guarding others from taking up my 
opinions, fer 1 assure you that there are very few individuals antengst the 
inmates of a prison, that I should wish to make converts of. In regard to 

‘your postscript, you may be right, for it is difficult to recollect exactly all 
that you say; Lhave, however, looked over my letter to you, and do not 
find in it that I said, “‘ that conscience was to tell a man what to believe,” 
so. you have changed what | said into something else: perhaps you did it 
to be “ quits” with me, which you seem to have a wish for. As to some 
of the latter part ofany letter being nonsense, you should have pointed it 
out, not said, “ I have nothing to do with it ;” because it appears as if you 
dare not go into the subject, I shall now leave you to your reflections, and 
can assure you, your CRAFT lias not a more decided enemy than 


W. V. HOLMES. 
Sept. 18th, 1822. 





TO MR, MANLEY WOOD. 





Sir, Giltspur-street Compter, Sept. 11, 1822. 
Tuovcu I am, by the rules of the prison, compelled to attend what is. 
called divine service, I see no reason why I should silently submit to hear. 
myself abused, merely because I cannot think as you do. The three first 
sermons you read after I came to this prison, were so directly levelled 
against the principles I hold, and for defending which I Wile Weare Oe tO 
eighteen months imprisonment, that in the presence of Alderman Wea, ‘ 
I requested the Governor to inform you that if you had any thing more t0’ 
say on that subject, to say it in a place where I durst reply to you. | Wi 
ther Mr. Teague ever informed you of this, I cannot tell; but T kno 
that lately your attacks from the pulpit have been so personal, that’ almast 
every «a in the prison with whom I have any communication has 
no it _ is awe 

“We (those you term infidels) have been represented by you as the basest 

f characters; wé have been held up as the cy a of men. And” 
for what? Why because we are not Christians You may say, that it is* 
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your duty to endeavour to convince us of our errors; I allow it: but is it 
manly in you to pretend to discuss any subject when you know that your 
opponents dare not reply to you; and at the same'to stigmatize these oppo- 
nents as evil-minded persons, when you are entirely unacquainted with their 
characters! Would you call it fair and honourable in Deists to shut you 
up in a prison for publishing your <p nions against Deism, and then to 
boast of the superiority of Deisin over Christianity, and to tell you that if 
you made any reply you should be punished for it? Is it possible that you 
could think such conduct fair and honourable? And yet, Sir, this is what 
has been done by Christians. | am imprisoned for publishing my opinions 
against Christianity; and were I, when you are-holding forth on the 
beauty and excellency of it, and on the sin of infidelity, to stand up and 
' request to be heard in defence of my principles, I should be deemed inso- 
lent, and put into solitary confinement for my pains. Do you call this 
fair? Is it doing as you would have others do unto you? Is it thus you 
show. your Christian humility, and your Christian love of enemies? Do 
you think I can feel ought but contempt for vou, when you are vent- 
ing your spleen against those whose only crime, in the eye of the law, is 
their hatred of a system that has brought poverty and slavery upon the great- 
est part of mankind! Perhaps you look upon us as your enemies? If 
you do, I beg to say that lam no more your enemy than as you are a 
priest. I am an enemy to all priests, no matter to what party they be- 
long, or by what name they are known; and I will do my best towards 
destroying theircraft. But I will do it fairly and openly, and would scorn 
to be guilty of the meanness that you have been guilty of, in attacking an 
opponent when he durst not reply to me. My reasons for being an enemy 
to priestcraft and kingcrait are, I think, cogent: kings and priests have 
brought my country to a state of unutterable distress; they have fleeced 
us on all sides; they have eaten the bread they never worked for; their 
pampered carcases have been, and are, supported out of the hard earnings 
of the industrious poor. 
It is impossible that I can look at Ireland, and witness a set of poor 

miserable wretches, dying for want of food when there is plenty in the 
country, and not be an enemy to those who, I believe, have caused this 
distress? Look, Mr. Wood, look, for you have a better er than I~ 
have, at the state of society in this country: witness the state of your 
*“‘ Christian friends,” as you sometimes call them, in this very place. Is 
there not a cause for such depravity? Yes; delusion is the principle 
cause of it, and you are one of the Rn Bad as your ‘* Christian 
friends” are, there are many of them who would rather live upon their 
own industry than lead the miserable precarious lives they do; but, alas! 
they cannot do it. There are too many cormorants who take from them 
the greater part of the fruits of their industry, and they retaliate upon 
others. Let them have their own, and you will see gaols fall into disuse: 
your Gods will not clothe them, nor will your Gospels fill their bellies ; 
and, you may depend upom it, they will not lay themselves down in a ditch 

die. Poverty is one cause of crime, and you are one that helps to 
keep the r. 

ou rian rm or you would be ashamed to touch upon the compa- 
rative merits of Christianity and Deism, before three individuals who are 
suffering imprisonment for denying the truth of the former. You boast: 
that. Christianity stands upon a rock that cannot be shaken: then why am 
I im prison? pears with you, that the gates of Hell will never prevail 
against your idolatry; but the printing- press will: and you priests seem to 
know it, too. You dread the printing-press far more than you do the 

No. 20, Vol. VI. 
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Devil, or. we should not hear cf so many trials for what is called blas- 
phemy;, You revile, and you persecute us; you say that our opinions are 
diahelical, that our arguments are weak, ony yet when we answer you by 
means of the printing-press we are robbed and imprisoned! Shame u 
your fat lazy tribe, that they cannot support the system by which they 
livey,without the aid of the civil power. Why you must be destitute of 
talent as well as of honour and generosity, or you would never suffer your 
trade to be so degraded ! 
‘fhe priests of Great Britain and Ireland receive upwards of nine mil- 


lions of money avnually, and yet they must have the law tu assist them! . 


Out upon you! you deserve a good flogging for your indolence. Set to 
work, Mr. Wood, and answer with your pen the writings of Paine, of 
Palmer, of Voltaire, and ot Mirabaud, and do oot send the publishers of 
these works to waste their days in dungeons. If you can answer them 
effectually; do it; and you will be amply rewarded by the rich impostors : 
if you cannot answer them, acknowledge it, and you will command some 
respect for your candour; but do not be guilty of that mean, that weet 
nerous conduct of knocking down your opponent by brate force, 
pocket, patting a padlock on his nae and then boasting of the solid 
foundation.on which your religion is built. The people like to see fair 
fighting, and they cannot but look upon that man as a coward who binds 
his opponent in chains before he dares to engage him. 

_I am no ways disposed to eriticise your weekly discourses, but 1 must 
allow that your last Sunday’s, is the main cause of my now writing to you. 
Besides some common-place cant about the carnal mind, you told us what 
is understood by spirit ; aud you made the bread assertion that there never 
was a man who died an atheist. I am very often at a loss to know what 
_ you Christians mean by what you say, but if you mean by an atheist one 
who does not believe in the existence of any being but what is material, 
then I can safely say that there are thousands of atheists, and thousands 
have died atheists. I know that it has been the peculiar province: of 
_ priests to hatch lies respecting the deaths of almost ‘all the great) men 
that ever opposed your idolatry, but surely you donot believe that they are 
now swallowed? You must find out some other country for your infamous 


falsehoods, for here they will avail you nothing. Your. scurrilous tracts. 


respecting that great and good man, Thomas Paine, are put to the meanest 
of purposes, and yourselves laughed at. ‘ 
By being in prison, I am prevented giving you, at this time, along list of 
men who died atheists; but I can mention a few, which is sufficient for 
ray purpose. If could mention Hume, Bolingbroke, Shaftsbury, and many 
others, who were in fact atheists; but as you might object to the deaths 
of these men being a refutation of your assertion, I will pass them by. 
Bishop Burnet says, that Sir William Temple “ seemed to think that 
things were as. they are from all eternity: at least, he thought that religion 
was fit only for the mob. He was a great admirer of the sect of Confu- 
cius in China, who were athcists themselves, or-left religion to the rabble.” 
Simpson, from whose “ Plea for Religion” I take this extract from Bur- 
net, does not say that Sir William Temple did not die an atheist, there- 
fore, I conclude that he did die one: for Simpson, has taken especial care 


to tell us of all who are said to have changed their, opini : 
death-beds. ’ eir, Opinions on their 


In a note to p. 523 of the “ Plea for Religion,” it is said that Spinoze 


the atheist died avowing his atheistical principles; and in the same note it 
is said, that Bruno was such a fool as to burn at a stake in the defence of 
the same. atbeistical iprinciples. The deaths of these men are, I think, 
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conclusive agaist your bold assertion that there never was a man who 
died an ‘atheist. “You must see, too, that atheism ha- had its martyrs as 
well as ‘Christianity; though [ think, with Simpson and many others, that 
i man ‘dyitig in defence of his principles, is no proof of their truth; but it 
is a good’proof that the individual is sincere in what he professes. 

fam an atheist, Mr. Wood, in as much as I do not believe in the exist- 
ence of any being but what is material, and what have Lto fear? We 
will admit that my principles are erroneous ; we will suppose that there is 
a God, who will call me to an accéunt for what I have done in this life ; 
what, then, I ask, have [ to fear? I endeavour to do unto others as [ 
wish to. be done unto: and with respect to my opivions on theology, can I 
imagine that a just Being will punish me mérely because I am. mistaken? 
Surely not. Barring priests and Mr. Denman, I know of no being who 
would be guilty of such an injustice. 

You seem to think that we can change our opinions when we please ; 
that we can be atheists one day,and Christians another; but this you will 
fmd to be impossible, if you will only ask yourself if you can renounce 
Christianity, and become an atheist ora Meist. A sincere Christian will 
tell me that he cannot be an atheist; and I can believe him. But when I 
téll ‘him that I cannot be a Christian, what does he say ?—that I shall be 
damned to all eternity. Stuff! The fact is, that what will convince one 
man of a thing will not ‘convince another: the evidence that is strong 
enough to make you a Christian is not sufficient for me. There is neither 
merit of demerit in belief, or unbelief. We cannot controul our opmions, 
they are not of our choosing ; they are forced upon us by a combination of 
ciretinistances. Our education, the company we keep, and the books we 
read, ‘all tend to compel us to adopt this or that opinion. Then how can 


‘we reasonubly suppose that a just God will punish us for that which we 


catinot help? He would be a tyrant to do so: it would be “ out+Heroding 
Herod.” No, no, theré is no such a being; the God you worship is rio 
where to’ be found: you may repeat again and again, “thou shalt not 
stéal/’ and your “ Christian friends” may as often respond, “ thé Lord 
incline our hearts’ to keep this law,” bat it is all to no purpose, your God 
no mere hears you than does Juggernaut. ‘The only difference hetween 
thé two idols is this: the one is composed of solid materials, and may be 
of ‘some service to its worshippers: for instance, it may be made into a 
gallows, on which may be hung the knavish priests. But the other is a 
mére chimera, and can be put to no useful purpose whatever. 

Whether it be that’ I am a greater blockhead than the rest of your 


‘hearers, I know not, but I must confess that I am unable to.comprebend 


that part of your discourse concerning spirit. You say, if I remember 
right, that by spirit is meant the mind or spirit of man, which you dis- 
tinguish from his soul; and that by spirit is sometimes meant the Moly 
Ghost, and sometimes the Word, or Gospel. I think you needed only 
to‘have made a Trinity in Unity of your spirits to have made the jargon 
completes’ The mind of man is spirit, the Holy Ghost is spirit, and the 
Word is spirit; and-yet there’ are not three Spirits, but ene Spirit. 
21Eghall conclude my letter by putting two plain questions to you: I find 
them aw a) weekly publication called the Republican. Fes : 
tos iteeHligenice any thing tore’ than the result of organic structure Pt 
Is it possible for ati intelligent bemg to exist independent of an organic 
stractare?  - 7 


I am, Sir, yours with’all due respect, 


HUMPHREY BOYLE. 


." 
34 


-& ii 








628 THER REPUBLICAN. 


P. S. In your answer to W. V. Holmes’s letter, I understand you say, 
that. your attacks on infidelity are not intended to reclaim us, but te pre- 
vent others imbibing. our principles. I beg to inform you that I have no 
wish to make converts in a prison. Unfortunately, the men who are gene- 
rally the inmates of such places, will not take the trouble to examine 
either Christianity or atheism. Besides, before ever I would attempt to 
impress any particular theological opinions on the minds of men, I would 
impress the principles of morality upon them; and that I am sure you will 
all.w is much wanted here. I promised Mr. Teague that I would. not 
disseminate my principles in the prison, and I will keep my word. 








TO MR. R, CARLILE, DORCHESTER GAOL. 





CITIzEN, Whitefield, Sept. 22, 1822. 
I HOPE you will accept of £1. from the Republicans of Whitefield, 
to assist you in beating down the walls of Corruption, and in exhi- 
biting the contemptibility and villainy of those devouring black 
locusts that eat up a tenth part of every man’s labour, who has to 
live amoung them. As long as those destructive animals continue 
their baneful influence and ravages amongst the people, nothing but 
ignorance and misery will reign, for they have caused more blood- 
shed and starvation than all the other tyrants that ever were in 
existence. ' 

I hope, Sir, the time is not far distant when the -standard of 
Liberty will be erected, and every Republican boldly coming for- 
ward and exerting himself to drive the tyrants from the land. Hop- 
ing you will pursue the course you are so nobly engaged in, I‘shall 
conclude with wishing you, your family, and your-incarcerated - 
shopmen, health and spirits, so long as you all remain in prison, 
and after that prosperity and happiness. 

On the Behalf of the Subscribers, 1 am your Friend and Well 





Wisher, 
WILLIAM PEATFIELD. 

s. d. s. d. 
A Republiean 2 6° James Allen 1 6 
A Friend to Civil and Religious J. Wolstenholme, a Friend to 

| movers Justice, and an Enemy of the 
Joseph Grundy Black Locusts that devour one 
Abel Berry tenth of every Man’s Labour 


- Samuel Dudson 
George Wardle,-a Democrat 
J. W. thesame 


James Duncan Booth 
William Peatfield 
Richard Wardle 
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TO MR. WM. PEATFIELD, OF WHITEFIELD, 
NEAR MANCHESTER. 





CITIZEN, Dorchester Gaol, Oct. 1, 1e22. 
I accePT with pleasure and return you thanks for the 
pound you have sent me on the behalf of the Republicans 
of the village of Whitefield, and will not fail to apply it to 
the purpose you point out. 1 am truly bappy and proud at 
the progress I perceive Republican principles are making in 
your neighbourhood. These are the only principies that 
will bring you aspeedy Radical Reform, and in supporting 
and propagating them you will proceed with the happy 
confidence that you are at lengtht on the right ground. 
With such principles you can see the way clear before you, 
and whatever be the tergiversations of different persons, 
they cannot impede you, because on them you do not de- 
pend. Keep your eye steady to the principles: trouble not 
about names, or the conduct of this or that man, and you 
will reach the Goal of the Reform you desire with ease and 
complacency. 
Respectfully yours, 


R. CARLILE. 








CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN MR. ROBERT 
ARMSTRONG GF STOKESLY, A PRIEST, 
AND A QUAKERESS. 





TO THE REV. MR. THOMPSON, VICAR OF ORMSEBY, 
YORKSHIRE, 


Sir. Stokesiy, August 1, 1822, 
I trRusT you will give me credit for the purest motives in addressing 
to you this letter, at any rate you will hardly think me presump- 
tuous when I cali to your mind the following particulars, 

-You no doubt recollect being in my shop a few weeks ago (it 
was on the day of. the Archdeacon of Cleveland’s visitation, when 
on your notiting some portraits of Paine, Carlile, Wooler, Hunt, 
Cobbett, &e..you expressed in very strong terms your disapprobation 
of their writings, and particularly those of Mr. Carlile, which you 
observed, were mtended to overturn every thing that was good, and 
produce nothing but confusion and mischief; and further added, that 
you were surprised that I should Jet bis portrait be seen in my posses- 
sion; this unqualified abuse of a man who is the avowed enemy of 
all sorts of religion, | certainly could not wonder at, when coming 
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as it did from a clergyman of the Church of England; although I be- 
lieve I told you candidly, that it was possible for people to have very 
different opinions of both Paine and Carlile than you had, and that 
for myself I said | had read attentively all or most of Mr. Carlile’s 
publications, and | could safely assert, that 1 had never met with a 
single sentence which in any way could rationally be supposed to have 
the mischievous tendency you fancied; but on the contrary, they 
seemed to me to be works of the most moral and benevolent charac- 
ter I had ever read, in answer to this you seemed to admit that you 
had not read his writings, but said you knew enough about them 
to know that they were of a most dangerous character, aud as a proof 
of it referred me to the verdict of a jury of my countrymen, who had 
declared them to be so. It was in vain that I urged the tyranny of 
trying a Deist by a jury of Christiaus for a matter of opinions, and 
also the unfair nature of that celebrated trial, for you soon cut short 
all this by declaring that Carlile was “ an Infidel and not fit to live 
in society” !! I must confess that this monstrous declaration of yours 
completely staggered me, and at once put an end to all rational argu- 
ment, instead of beholding in you a mild minister of the gospel of the 
meek and humane Jesus, who himself had suffered death for Blas- 
phemy and Infidelity, what could I see in you buta_ persecuting 
fiend of the worst description, who was ready to dispatch every one 
who differed with you in opinion ? This is the reason of my troubling 
you with this letter, for owing to the good opinion I had previously 
formed of your liberality in other matters, | am persuaded you will 
not venture to persist in such a horrid imprecation,—What! be- 
cause a man cannot bring his mind to believe in the dogmas of a 
nonsensical superstition, is he to be declared unfit to live? really 
Reverend Sir, if those be your sentiments, | beg you will never say 
another word about the mild and tolerant character of the Christian 
Religion, or I shall beapt to think you a raving candidate for Bed- 
Jam, rather than a sober teacher of Morality.—Perhaps you were not 
aware at the time you made the above observations, that you were 
then conversing with an avowed Infidel to the Christian Religion, one 
who prides himself on being a pure Deist, and a worshipper of the 
only true God the God of Nature. 


Slave to no sect, who takes no private: road, 
But looks through Nature, up to Nature’s God. 


I beg you will not let this prevent you from stating freely the whole 
_of your thoughts respecting the alledged Blasphemy of Deism or any 
other ism you think proper, for I verily believe that on cool refitction 
you will favour me with your unqualified recantation of your opinion, 
respecting Infidels; and | am inclined to think that, between our- 
selves, you will not dare to advance a single argument by way of de- 
fending the divinity of the craft of which you are a mittister, ‘and 
which is now so rapidly falling to the ground in the estimation of all 
reasonable men, | on 

Whatever warmth of expression may have escaped me in this let- 
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ter, | hope you will not attribute it to malice, but to the zeal I feel 
in vindicating what | consider to be truth, from the foul and very 
uncharitable aspersions which called it forth.—l hope you will as 
soon as convenient favour me with a few lines in explanation of your 
sentiments regarding the above, I recollect in a conversation we had 
at your house respecting the character of Mr. Cobbett, and many 
other subjects we perfectly agreed, why may we not at last agree in 
this. 

1 am Sir, with the greatest respect, Yours, &c. an ardent lover of 
Honesty and Truth, 4 

ROBERT ARMSTRONC, 





TO MR. ROBERT ARMSTRONG, CLOCK AND WATCH 
MAKER, STOKESLY. 





Sir, Ormesby, August 29, 1821. 
1 RECEIVED your letter, and as the contents of it seemed to me very 
strange and extraordinary, | shall as you request, make” few com- 
ments upon it. When I observed the portraits of the fraternity you 
mention, | certainly thought you associated with strange company. 
My observation in regard to your great Hierophant, Carlile, you have | 
misrepresented. It was not, that he was not fit to live, but that he 
was not fit to live in society. The two expressions are very distinct, 


. and convey a very different meaning. Now, | must observe, that a 


man’s opinions, however odious and pestiferous they may be, whilst 
he keeps them to himself, he is not answerable to avy power what- 
ever, but when he publishes them, and they are evidently inimical 
to the rules of social order, and the well-being of society, having thus 
embodied his opinions into actions, he becomes amenable to the laws 


_of his country, This is Justice, and thisis Right. You ignorantly 


and audaciously impeach the administration of justice in our courts, 
merely because the party arraigned was not permitted to brow beat 
the judge, and overturn all the established forms of the first ceart in 
the kingdom. To brand, the trial as unfair, is the effervescence of 
the most consummate effrontery. But whilst all the virtuous and 
all the good conclude, that he was justly convicted, all the maniac 
ravings of. all his adherents will avail little. You avow yourself an 
Infidel, and say, you worship God by the religion which Nature has 
taught you.. This has been the stale and silly pretence ever since the 
first. propagation of Infidelity, from the days of Celsus and Porphyry 
to the days of Paine and Carlile; whose principal knowledge con- 
sists, in detailing sophisms from their predecessors, which have been 
refuted and exploded ten thousand times ten thousand, during the 
last sixteen hundred years. But I shall tell you plainly, that in the 


present instance, you have got upon a subject which evidently you 
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do not comprehend. What, or where was the Religion.of Nature, 
previous to the promulgation of the Christian System? Acqvaint 
yourself. with the whole code of Heathen Mythology, and then)an- 
swer the question. Where was your boasted Religion of Nature,:in 
the ‘time of Plato, Aristotle, Xenophon, &c. among the Grecians ? 
Where in the days of Cicero, Seneca, and Marcus Aurelius, among 
the’ Romans? These were men of the profoundest learning, the 
finest ‘eenius, and the deepest research: and is it not astonishing, that 
men of such trancendant abilities should never have been able.to dis- 
cover, that Religion which a few modern Sciolists have so-easily 
found. ‘The systems of niorality of these Philosophers, in beauty, 
elegance, and comprehension, are infinitely superior to any thing 
that the whole tribe of modern Infidels has ever yet been able to pro- 
duce. The real truth, is, the whole of their pretended morality has 
been surreptitiously stolen from the gospel, without acknowledging 
thie obligation. You boast of being an Advocate of the Religion of 
Nature. Now the Religion of Nature is a term altogether vague and 
undefined, Nature, or the operations of, Nature, are nothing more 
than the effect of the first Great Cause, who, by these secondary 
Causes, carries forward that beautiful economy which he has esta- 
blished in the universe. Will the effect teach and instruct rational 
beings, and the Cause not? Is it not, and would it not be a manifest 
absurdity, to answer in the affirmative? When the all-wise, and 
all-merciful God created man, he gave him reason, he endowed Him 
with intellect; and when he placed him apon the surface of this 
globe as a sojourner for a limited period, is it unreasonable to su 
pose, that. he communicated to him a certain-portion of his will for 
the regulation of his conduct, to teach him what was virtue, and 
‘what vice, and not leave him altogether to the propensities of his 
own appetites and passions? Until the unreasonableness of this 
supposition can be proved, and | defy the whole horde of Infidelity 
to prove it, you must give me liberty to believe in that Revelation, 
which is undoubtedly and incontrovertibly the most blessed boon, 
that was ever bestowed upon the human race. What was the Reli- 
gion, which the mountain or the valley, the Jeafy shrub, or the 
branching tree, taught to our great progenitor? Or what did the 
whole vegetable creation teach man for four thousand years? © Were 
you acquainted with ancient literature on this important. subject, 
you would know how to appreciate all the fooleries and sophistries of 
the modern Infidel. | hia 

. Now to advert to the most foolish and impertinent part of. your 
letter—you speak of the tyranny of trying an Infidel by a jury of 
Christians, Bravo! What! Try a thief by a jury of twelve honest men! 
if “oerpernta to do the thief justice, you must impannel a jury of 
twelve thieves, who; if they perceive that by any blunder or inapti- 
tude in his profession he was detected, will decree a punishment 
commensurate to his demerit. Is the above case unfairly, or unjustly 
stated ? And is not the absurdity of your observation too glaring and 
ridiculous for commou sense to waste time in commenting upon it? 


‘ 
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iknow nothiwg too absurd for the obtuse intellect of a modern 
lnfidel. . 
As the Infidel refuses his assent to all Revelation, I should beg to 
kuow how it happens, that the prophecies of Isaiah, Daniel, Malachi, 
and Haggai, agree so minutely and accurately with the birth, life, 
and death of Christ. Who communicated to them this fore-know. 
ledge six hundred years before the events predicted actually came to 
pass? Man it must be acknowledged cannot dive intv futurity. Hf 
man Cannot, it must be some superior power, and that power must 
be God, who alone is all-wise. This consideration alone ought to 
teach the Infidel to be humble, and not tu be so presumptuous as to 
deny, what he is unable to refute, or to reject what he cannot dis. 
prove. There are only two methods of disproving any ancient facts, 
‘These, are, either by argument or contemporary testimony, Every 
degree of argument which Infidelity has hitherto adduced, has been 
repeatedly answered and refuted, and the only resource of the mo- 
dern Infidel, is abuse. But abuse is not argument, nor assertion 
proof. Why do we believe in the life and exploits of Alexander the 
Great ? - Elian and Quintus Curtius who have written his history, 
did not live till some centuries after his death; Have the details 
which they have delivered relative to his celebrated expedition, ever 
been called in question, either.in ancient or modern times? As th 
were not contemporary with the hero whom they celebrate, they must 
have written either from tradition, or some prior record ; yet we be- 
lieve in the credibility of their histories. Now apply this obvious 
and plain rule to the authors of the New Testament. The four evan- 
gelists ‘relate what they saw and heard, being eye-witnesses to what 
they record. Why should we disbelieve the evidence of the latter, 
and ‘yet believe the testimony of the former, who neither saw_ nor 
heard what they record. Surely such a principle is contradictory to 
common'sense. There is no axiom in philosophy more certain than 
this, any proposition that) can be reduced to a contradiction, is 
false. 

¥ou say, ‘‘ that Christianity is a nonsensical superstition, and fast 
falling to ruin in the opinions of all rational men.’’ Christianity is 
founded on the attributes of the Deity, which are power, mercy, wis- 
dom, benevolence, compassion, &c, it inculcates every virtue with the 
utmost earnestness and simplicity, while it prohibits every vice. Can 
such an amiable system be superstitious, or ought it to be branded 
with the opprobious epithet of nonsensical. If virtue, according to 
the philosophical maxim, be its own reward, how praise-worthy, 
how commendable is the principle, which suibé penne and enforces 
it under the sanction of present and future rewa ‘Weigh this 
observation seriously,-and when you are able to perceive its full 
force, you will acknowledge that your scurrility applies equally to 
the deity, as to the system which unfolds his will to man. 

But suppose Christianity should be false—what does the Christian 
lose by such a supposition ? Nothing at all. But suppose it should 
be trye-+-then what does he gain > Every thing that the soul of man 
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can either wish for, desire, or enjoy. Under either supposition, what 
does the Infidel gain? Why, nothing at all. Under the latter sup- 
position, what does he lose? Every thing that can make a future 
state either comfortable, or desirable—therefore pure annihilation 
can be his only hope, and his final resource. 
_ Infidelity, as a maxim of state, has been put to the test of experi- 
ence in our time, in a neighbouring nation, Voltaire, Rousseau, 
D’ Alembert, Diderot, &c. laboured long and assiduously in the pro- 
agation of their favourite principles. When the people of France 
me embued with their maxims, the revolution, like an over- 
whelming volcano, burst forth, carrying before it, ‘in its destructive 
ravage, all social order, and every political institution, its career 
commenced in anarchy and confusion, continued in robbery and plun- 
der, and terminated in murder, assassination and blood, Having 
exterminated Religion, the Age of Reason began, and the adorable 
Goddess was exhibited on a throne in the Pantheon in a state of pure 
nudity to the admiring multitudes, who acknowledged their tutelary 
divinity, and worshipped with the most degrading reverence. But 
let. Reason blush for shame, since human nature recoils at the dis- 
ing and abominable spectacle. Who was this celebrated Goddess 
of Reason? Recollection revolts at the narration—a common prosti- 
tute selected from one of the lowest brothels in Paris, Frenchmen! 
hide your heads, for ye have perpetrated actions not only the most 
atrocious, but the most silly that ever were performed by any 
people on the face of the earth. But ye were Infidels—ye had re- 
jected the God who made you—and having looked through Nature 
up to Nature’s God—ye boldly broke the shackles which Religion 
had imposed upon you, and finally outraged by your proceedings, all 
the laws of Nature, and the dictates of human Reason. ~ As effvets 
are ever steady to their causes, and follow as certainly as the shadow 
follows the substance ; whenever, and wherever Infidelity shall become 
the ruling system, there the same devastation. will take place, the 
same atrocities be re-acted, and the same enormities performed, till 
human nature appalled at the exhibition, will at last shrink from the 
recital. These are not suppositions, but real effects from a well- 
known cause, and will always follow in the train, wherever Infidelity 
shall rear her gorgon head, and extend her dsemoniac sovereignty. 
Thé Infidels of those days that are gone by, from Herbert, of 
Cherbury, down to Hume, who wrote against Revelation, though he 
acknowledged he had never read the Bible, when pat to silence 
by Beattie in his “ Immautability of Truth’—these men, I observe, 
wrete with a degree of plausibility, urged their objections with some 
appearance of argument, and treated Christianity with apparent de- 
ference and respect : but it was reserved for our days, to witness the 
raving blasphemies of such a creature as Carlile, whose impieties are 
only equalled by his ignorance, and whose effrontery cannot be re- 
strained even by the laws of his country, Peace to the manes of 
him, and all such. 
The licentiousness of the modern press, will in time, either work 
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its Own cure, or its own destruction; and as you seem to cull not 
only your religious, but your political principles from the news-pa- 
pers of a certain class, | must observe to you, that you must. study 
earefully other literary productions, before you will be able to form 
any Opinions on these important subjects that will be at all worthy 
of future reminiscence. The editors of news-papers are generally 
men of very superficial attainments, and provided they can cater for 
the worst passions of mankind, they are totally regardless what prin- 
ciples they disseminate, or what mischief they perform. Exactly in 
this predicament stands your admired prototype, endeavouring with 
all the energies of his soul to destroy all social order, to extermivate 
Religion, and to let loose the dogs of havoc and bloodshed among 
the unoffending sons of men. Despising character, and a stranger 
to the lezitimatée breath of fame, he strives to contaminate all ranks 
with the poisonous influence of his own example. Ought such a 
bemg to be praised, or despised, by all who wish prosperity to. the 
well-being of society? As you are a young man, I would advise you- 
to commit to the flames ail your Infidel productions, as by far the 
worst and most pestiferous works that youcan peruse. Take up your 
Bible, there you will learn your duty to your God, your neighbour, 
and yourself. It will excite your hopes, and raise your expectations 
beyond the grave, and shew you the mere nullity of all terrestrial 
follies, If you want to see thé sophistries of Infidelity completely 
exposed, and satisfactorily refuted, read carefully ‘* Deism Revealed,” 
by Skelton; ** A Short Way with the Deists,’’ by Leslie; or, ‘* Pa- 
ley’s Evidences of Christianity.” These, though selected from a 
multiplicity of other works equal for their learning and celebrity, are 
sufficient to satisfy and convince any candid, liberal, and inquiring 
mind. | : 
_ - Should I ever be induced to undertake the discussion of such a 
subject, it should be with a person who was competent to handle it 
as a gentleman, and ascholar. From the specimen yeu have exhi- 
bited, you have not the most distant claim to the former character, 
and your letter proves you inadequate to the latter. Your seurrilous 
personalities, and undeserved invectives, I pass ever in con . 
silence, and since you scorn to be totally devoid of civility and good 
manners, | shall fer the future decline all further intercourse and 
the correspondence. 
I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 


JAMES THOMSON. 


N. B. 1 had for several weeks determined not to send this, but 
considering that you might interpret my silence into inability, and 
as you had thrown down the gauntlet, I durst not take it up, I there- 
fore, resolved. to shew you what could be advanced in opposition to 
absurdities of the Infidel’s Creed. ~ 
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TO THE REV. MR, THOMPSON, VICAR OF ORMESBY,~ 
YORKSHIRE. | 





Stokesly April 15, Year 1822 of the Era 

Priest, of the Carpenter’s Wife’s Son. 

As Lam neither a ‘* Gentleman” or a ** Scholar’ you will perhaps 
excuse my making an apology for not replying so promptly as! could 
have wished to your very luminous epistle: for it is not to be‘sup- 
posed, that a plain and vulgar tradesman like myself, who has a 
living to earn, can possibly have so much time to spare asa ‘* Gen- 
tleman,”’ a ‘‘ Scholar,” or a Priest. +% 

There is one cireumstance connected with-your letter to me, which 
is I think as much as any thing calculated to show the insidious cun- 
ning and subtlety of Priestcraft; it is this, my first letter, or rather 
short.note to you, was written and sent in the month of August 1821, 
after which | heard nothing from you, nor did | ever see you during 
the remainder of that year, and | concluded that you either had felt 
offended at the presumptuous tone of my letter, or that you were real- 
ly afraid of meeting the challenge, consequently I thought nomore 
about it.—But mark---on the 5th of Febuary 1822 ,the Royal Robbers. 
entered and forcibly shutup Mr. Carlile’s Shop in London, by the0th 
or, 12th the news had got into most of the provincial papers, and the 
country was congratulated on the stop that was put to the deluge of 
sedition and blasphemy, or to use the words of a neighbouring time- 
serving Priest ‘‘that audacious Infidel, Carlile, was completely and for 
ever put down,” well,—on the 15th of the same month, pop upon me 
comes your wonderful letter in answer to mine which yoa had re- 
ceived half a year before, at the same time being most artfully dated 
back. to. August 29, 1521, to give it the appearance of having been 
written, a few days.after receiving mine, while in a postscript you are 
so kind as to inform me, that you had for several weeks, determined’ 
not to send it till you had considered otherwise. Kind soul! was it 
the,supposed fate of our great *‘ ieraphant,”’ as you nick-name Mr. 
Carlile,) that at last determined you to send me such a long string of. 
abusive sophistry, or was it Falstaff like, to have a-cut at (as you no 
doubt suspected) your dying foe, for you certainly heard a report 
that Carlile was really dead, otherwise how am‘I to understand your 
pious ejaculation of ** Peace tothe manes of him and all such ?”’—I have 
said this much by, way of introduction, just to show you-that I fully 
appreciate your Priest-like character, and that | am perfectly aware, 
that there is no expedient, however low, mean, or contemptible, nor: 
any assertion however false, that you would not hazard, to gain a 
trifling advantage over your adversary, even though that adversary © 
should be neither a ‘‘ Gentleman’’ nor a “\Seholar;) 466 ee > 

Your first accusation as to my misrepresenting an) observation you 
made concerning an Infidel not being fit to: dive/in Society, 
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is false upon the face of it, as a reference to my letter will show, 
where I quoted your very words, But as to the difference of the two 
expressions, namely, the putting a man to death, or the putting him 
in a dungeon for life, I confess | cannot see much, except that the 
former is the milder of the two. 

Your observation that a man is not answerable for his opinions “ as 
long as he keeps them to himself” is wonderful clever indeed! Really 
what a sagacious man you are Parson Thompson to find this out; let 
meé.ask you, Priest, were you really serious, when you thought me 
idiot enough*to do any thing but laugh outright at so senseless an 
observation ? if you were, | will just ask you how is it possible for 
any body to know another man’s opinions, ‘* so long ashe keeps 
them to himself.” In fact, a mau’s thoughts are hardly worthy of 
being called opinions till they are promulgated ; and consequently all 
the noise made by senseless hypocrites about tolerating all those who 
keep their opinions to themselves, is certainly the arrantest nonsense, 
and the most barefaced mockery of liberality, that any sane mind can 
possibly think of.—You talk of certain expressed opinions being ini- 
mical to the rules of social order, and the well being of society, al- 
though in your view of society you no doubt take ‘care to include the 
well being of fifteen thousand lazy Parsons, quartered in splendid 
idleuess upon the sweat, the toil, and the industry of the labouring 
part of the community, | assert however, and will prove it, that no 
expressed opinion whatever can possibly he inimical to the read well 
being of society; for to have. correct opinions on all subjects must 
necessarily be to the interest of society at large, and since opinions 
on Theology (in this country at least) are many and various, it is evi-- 
dent that it is only by, free discussion and argument that the true one 
can, be found. 

You call me ignorant and audacious for saying that Mr. Carlile, 
was not fairly tried, but I think it is something worse than ignorance 
or audacity,—it is absolute madness, to say it was fair, when in the 
face of the whole country, the Judge on the Bench actually preven- 
ted.him from proving the truth of the book he published, and the 
consequent falsity of the Bible, by repeatedly telling him that 
Christianity was the law of the land; and he would not allow it to be 
disputed. ’ 

You also in a sort of triumphant tone compare the Mock Trial of 
Mr. Carlile, with that.of a thief being tried by twelve honest men, 
aud, oh! monstrous perversion of intellect ; you have the hardihood 
at the same time to ask me if the case be not fuirly stated! No, 
Priest, J- answer, it is not. It.is so far from being fairly stated, that 
itis the direct opposite of truth, for in my view of the matter, Carlile 
was,the honest man, and his twelve Christian Jurymen were the 
twelve thieves, and they were the worst of thieves, for at the nod of 
a tyrannical Judge, they robbed an innocent man of his liberty with- 
out allowing him to be heard in his defence ; so much for the acute 
intellect. of a modern Christian Priest. 

It:isa mistake in. you to suppose, that I am an advocate for what 
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you call the Religion of Nature, as a reference to my first letter:will 
‘shew; for I profess myself an enemy to all sorts of religious wer- 
ship, because I am convinced, both ‘by reason and experience, that 
stript'of its morality, it is an enemy to the happiness and welfare of 
mankind. It is true I did use the words “* worshipper of the God 
of Nature,” and perhaps the phrase had been better left out, al- 
though the sense in which I used the expression will appear very 
evident on a candid ‘perusal of that letter; namely, that | professed 
to obey the dictates of Nature, in preference to those of the priest. 

I freely allow that the allegory (though frequently used) is not’ so 
strictly applicable as I could have wished ; though 1 am inclined ‘to 
think, that my meaning might have been easily discovered by the 
acute intellect of one who is a “* Gentleman,” a “‘ Scholar,” anda 
PRIEST. | 

As to worshipping a God, or Gods, according to your sense of the 
word, | must beg leave to inform you, that I think no rational Deist 
can believe in any God, or Gods, that stand-in need of any worship- 
ping; so that all you have said about the folly of believing in a na- 
tural religion is completely lost upon me. Young as I am I do not 
needa priest to tell me that the “ mountain or the valley, the leafy 
shrub, or the branching tree,’ teach man no religion; no, rather 
the whole vegetable world teaches man, in terms more forcible than 
my or even your pen can express, the absolute folly of all religions. 

The simple fact, that the prayers of all the pfiests in Christendom, 
cannot for one moment arrest the growth, progress to perfection, and 
_ decay of the meanest vegetable in existence, is, I think, sufficient to 

prove the perfect impotency of the Christian or any other religion. 

. You ask’ how it happens that the prophecies of Isaiah, Daniel, 
and Malachi, agree so accurately with the birth, life, and death of 
Jesus Christ? In auswer to which, f deny that any of the prophe- 
cies you mention can be applied by any impartial reader to that inma- 
ginary personage called Jesus Christ. It is tive that the writers of 
the New Testament, and after them the priests in all ages, have 
picked out and mutilated passages from the Old Testament, and 
called them prophecies of Jesus Christ; but Iam very sure that no 
man of sense, with his eyes open and able to read, can possibly be 
the dupe of such contemptible sophistry. 

’ Rather than telling me that the arguments of Deists had been re- 
peatedly refuted, far better would it have beén if you had produced 
or referred me to a single passage in the Bible where the person and 
character of Jesus Christ are distinctly foretold. But I know you 
cannot, or at least | challenge you to it. You taunt me with igno- 
rance in vot being acquainted with ancient literature, but if you bad 
been, acquainted with that part of moderw literature ‘called ** An 
Examination of the Prophecies,’ published by Mr. Carlile, in the 
Third Part of Tuomas Painu’s Age of Reason, you would have 
savéd yourself the trouble of asking me any such questions om that 
exploded doctrine. rt Dive i Rabid 

“Again, you ask, why do we believe in the’ life ‘and exploits of 
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Alexander ‘the Great, when we refuse to believe in the Bible? 1 
say, Show me all that is imprebable or miraculous in the lives of 
Alexander the Great, or Johanna Southcott, or any other character, 
either ancient or modern, and I will just show you how much of 
them I do not believe: just so I say by the Bible; those parts of it 
which are probable, or contain good advice, no rational man can ob- 
ject to, as portions of history or morality ; bet when, as every man 
that can read knows well, that a great part-of the Bible is filled 
with the most filthy, disgusting, aud obscene tales, | say, nobody 
that expects to have his intellect ranked above that of a Hottentot, 
can really believe it to be the inspired, the divine word of a God. 
You enquire what the Christian loses on the supposition of bis 
religion being false ? and immediately you answer yourself, by say~ 
ing, ** Nothing at all//’’ But I say, and will proceed to prove it, 
that he loses a very great deal. He loses his money, his teme, and 
his peace of mind. For you certainly do not mean to say that the 
tenth part of the produce of every man’s property and industry is 
‘‘-nothing at all”? Is one day out of every week, spent in prac- 
using the gloomy and degrading ceremonies of religion, instead of 
enjoying the beauties of nature and science, *‘ nothing at all’? 
And, with regard to peace of mind, can the gloomy devotee of 
Christianity, always trembling in the presence of an omnipotent ty- 
rant, be compared to the philosophic moralist, who has freed hig 
mind, from every vestige of superstition ? the man who sees his 0Wn 
interest only in upholding that of his fellow creatures, and who is 
convinced that it is good to be virtuous for virtue’s gake, instead of 
the grovelling idea of having a Heaven to hope for, or a Hell to 
fear? 
What you observe concerning the French Revolutionists worship- 
ping a naked woman as the Goddess of Reason, is far too ridiculous 
for comment, except by saying, that it is one of the many falsehoods 
with which the people of this country have for mavy years been 
pestered; they have generally been the invention of priests, for the 
purpose of throwing odium upon the French Republicans, in order 
to keep off, if possible, that sort of retaliation from themselves, 
which the haughty and insolent priests and-nobles of France justly 
received at the hands of an insulted and indignant people. I do 
not accuse you of inventing the story in question, for I see that it, 
as well as the greater part of your letter, is copied (as far as I can 
recollect, word for. word) from a bigotted London Newspaper, called 
the Sunday Monitor; after which, your reflection on the editors of 
newspapers generally, comes with a very bad grace. : 
As to committing all my infidel books to the flames, I think it 
will be rather too rash an action to do till I can geta little better 
convinced of the truths of Christianity, than it is likely I shall be 
by the reasonings of Parson Thompson. a 
Two. of: the.works. which you recommend to my notice, viz. Pa- 
ley’s ‘* Ewidences of Christianity,’’ and Leslie’s ‘* Short way, with 
the Deists,”’ L have read; I have also read with attention many more 
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works,in defence of Christianity, including Bishop Watson's “ Apo- 
Jegy for the Bible,”’ Simpson's “‘ Plea for Religion,” and Dr. Gre- 
gory’s ‘* Evidences of Christianity,” and Tracts and Sermons out of 
pumber. After all this, | am bold to affirm that Lam now as con- 
vineed of the evil tendency of all religions, as | haveong been dis- 
gusted with their falsehood; and, if it was necessary, I would be 
ready to suffer death by CRUCIFIXION to prove my Sincerity. 

Ii seems, by your account, that I have not the most distant claim 
to the character of a gentleman; in answer to which | beg leave to 
ohserve, that if by a gentleman you mean one of Lord Chesterfield’s 
Christian gentlemen, I fervently hope that my claim may continue 
- to be, as distant as my contempt for the character is great. In ex- 
actly the same light | look upon what you term a scholar; for it 
seems you mean to insinuate, that a man is unable to form and de- 
fend correct opinions on Theology unless he has wasted the best part 
of his youth in stultifying his intellects, by poring into antiquity, 
through the muddy and polluted channels of Latin, Greek, and 
Hebrew. 

» As to your charge of incivility, you must certainly recollect that 
, it began on your part. You call my letter abusive and scurrilous, 

but it is not half so abusive as your language was to me on the inter- 
view which that letter refers to, as can be proved by persons who 
heard you at the time. I freely acknowledge that I felt myself in- 
sulted by the personal abuse which you lavished on me, and I was 
therefore determined to return you the compliment. 

But to conclude, | invite you to return to the charge, and I pledge 
myself. to meet and refute every argument you can bring forward in 
defence of Christianity. 1 also promise you that (6n my own part, 
at least) our future correspondence shall be marked with that mode- 
ration and good temper which is so highly necessary in all researches 
after truth. 


Till then, Priest, farewell, 
ROBERT ARMSTRONG. 


(To be continued. ) 
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